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DISCUSSION:

Background

The Sewerage Capacity Charge is paid by the owner or person applying for a permit to develop
or modify the use of any residential, commercial, industrial or other property, which is projected
by the City Engincer to increase the volume of flow in the City’s sewer system by at least one-
half of one Equivalent Dwelling Unit of flow.

Prior to 1985, the City of Chula Vista was one of the very few agencies, which did not impose a
charge against new construction for sewage treatment and trunk sewer capacity. Capacity in

such facilities was characteristically provided at public expense and the City typically allowed a
wide degree of latitude for community development.

In March of 1985, the Engineering Department prepared a Study titled “Sewerage Facility
Participation Fee Study-Modified March 1985" (Attachment 1). The purpose of this study was
to investigate the feasibility of establishing a capacity fee that would be applicable to all new
sewer connections to the City’s sewer collection system. This study recommended among other
things, the cstablishment of a2 Sewerage Participation fee that would be adjusted on an annual

basis to reflect changes in construction costs (suggested basis — Engineering News Record
Construction Index most applicable to July 1 of each year).

Subsequently, on April 2, 1985, Council approved Ordinance No. 2107, which established the
Sewerage Facility Participation Fee, now referred to as the Sewerage Capacity Charge, to enable
the citizenry to be repaid for their initial investment and to facilitate the development of Chula
Vista. At that time the fee was set to be $300 per Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU).

Two years later, in anticipation of the significant costs of upgrading the Point Loma Wastewater
Treatment Plant to a secondary treatment facility, for which the City of Chula Vista, as well as
other participating agencies was liable, Council on May 5, 1987, approved Resolution No, 13004
and Ordinance No. 2002 increasing the Sewerage Participation Fee from $300 to $600.

In 1989, following the adoption of the Clean Water Act, the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) directed the City of San Diego to upgrade the Point Loma Treatment Plant to a Secondary
Treatment facility. Since Federal funds were not anticipated to be available for the required
upgrades at that time, and the cost of bringing the Plant into compliance appeared to be far
greater than what was originally anticipated in 1987, Council, on October 17, 1989 approved
Resolution Nos. 15352 and 15352A. These Resolutions increased the Sewerage Participating
Fee to $2,000, pending the completion of various studies being conducted at that time to
determine the full impacts/costs of upgrading the treatment plant.

One year later, on October 9, 1990, Council, by Resolution 15894, further increased the Sewer
Participation Fee to $2,220 to enable the City meet its obligation to the Metro System for the
upgrade of the treatment plant. The Resolution further recommended that the Sewerage Capacity
Charge be increased annually by 11% for a period of 8 to 10 years thereafter. This

recommendation was made in anticipation of future expenditures that might have been incurred
by the Metro system to comply with EPA regulations.
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Since then, although the original study which established the fee and subsequent Council actions
had recommended that the City update the fee annually to reflect the increase in capacity,
improvements, maintenance and operation costs, this was not done dueto a variety of reasons.

Need for the Update of the Sewerage Capacity Charge

As stated in Section 3.14.010 of the City of Chula Vista Municipal Code, all revenue derived
from the Sewerage Capacity Charge is deposited in the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund. The
Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund is used solely for the following purposes, unless the City
Council vote to appropriate such funds for other purposes; provided such other purposes are for

the planning, design, or construction of sewage collection or treatment or water reclamation
purposes or incidental thereto:

1. Paying all or any part of the cost and expense to enlarge sewer facilities of the City so as

to enhance efficiency of utilization and/or adequacy of capacity in order to effectively
serve the needs of the City;

2. Paying all or any part of the cost and expense to plan and/or evaluate any future proposals
for area-wide sewage treatment and/or water reclamation systems or facilities.

Therefore, revenue derived from the Sewerage Capacity Charge is primarly used to provide
capacity both for conveyance and treatment.

The City of Chula Vista currently has 19.843 miilion gallons per day (MGD) of sewage
treatment capacity tights within the Metro system; however, the City currently generates
approximately 16.5 MGD of sewage. In the last few years, the City has experienced a significant
amount of growth, and as the flow generation continues to increase, it is imperative that the City
be proactive in planning for the acquisition of additional capacity rights within the Metro system
to sustain the City to buildout conditions.

More specifically, this increase of the Sewer Participation Fee is needed for the following
TE€AS0ONS:

1. Acquisition of additiona] Capacity Rights

The existing capacity in the Metro system was originally acquired with funds generated
by the Sewerage Capacity Charge that existing residents paid when they made their
connection to the City’s sewer system. If reserve capacity in the Metro sewer system had
not been purchased, new residents would either not be permitted to connect, or would
have been required to pay for the acquisition of additional treatment capacity. Instead,
new residents are permiited to connect to the system and make use of the reserve capacity
held by the City. Recent projections of the City's future sewage generation and treatment
needs indicate that it will soon be necessary for the City to acquire additional capacity
rights in the Metro Sewage System.
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2. Annual Increase in Metropolitan Sewerage System Costs

The City of Chula Vista is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the local
collection system. Wastewater generated from the City is discharged into the Metro
system and conveyed to the City of San Diego’s Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant
for handling. In accordance with the terms of the Metro Agreement, the City of Chula

Vista pays for the treatment of the wastewater based on the quantity and quality of the
generated sewage.

Comparing the City of Chula Vista’s Metro expenditure during the Fiscal Year when the
last Sewerage Capacity Charge increase occurred to the current Fiscal Year, we see that
the wastewater treatment costs had increased significantly. The Metro costs include costs
for operations and maintenance, capital improvement project expenditure and related debt
financing. The capital costs ultimately impact the Sewer Capacity Fee. In Fiscal Year
1990, the City’s overall Metro expenditure for sewage treatment for approximately 13
MGD was $4,474,545. More recently, for Fiscal Year 2002, the City’s total Metro
expenditure for the treatment of 15.3 MGD of sewage was $11,600,242 (See Attachment
No. 2). The following table shows these expenditures.

FISCAL YEAR SEWAGE (MGD) EXPEND
1990 13 . $4,474,545
2002 153 $11,600,242
INCREMENT FROM - . s
FY 1950 TOFY 2002 23 : $7,125,697

3. Increase in the Need for Improvements Created by the Demand for More Capacity in the
Sewer System

The surge of development and the proportionate increase in the demand for wastewater
services during recent years has necessitated that the City invest in various improvements
to the existing infrastructure. The cost of some of these improvements varied
significantly from what was originally estimated. For example, the Salt Creek Gravity
Sewer Interceptor which the City partially funded utilizing the Trunk Sewer Capital
Reserve Funds ultimately cost approximately $12 Million Dollars more than was
originally budgeted. City Council, on August 13, 2002 passed Resolution 2002-297
appropriating funds from the Truok Sewer Capital Reserve Fund to finance the Salt
Creek Gravity Sewer Interceptor project. In addition, the Telegraph Canyon Trunk
Sewer was also improved utilizing approximately $2.2 Million Dollars of Trunk Sewer
Funds, which was not originally contemplated.

The City recently retained PBS&J to update the City’s Wastewater Master Plan. The
primary goal of the Wastewater Master Plan Update is to evaluate the adequacy of the
existing wastewater collection system to sustain the long-term growth of the City. The
plan will assist the City in budgeting for Capital Improvement Projects (CIP), allocating
resources for the acquisition of additional sewage capacity and determining the short and
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long-term sewer capacity needs of the City. It is projected that the Master Plan will be
completed by Fall 2003. '

4. Inflation

PBS&J has also indicated that by not updating the Sewerage Capacity Charge in the past
twelve years, the fee has not kept pace with inflation, therefore its ability to fund the
construction of capital projects or the acquisition of additional sewerage capacity in the
Metro system as it was originally intended, has been significantly reduced. This
inflationary trend was considered back in 1984 when the Sewerage Capacity Charge was
created, and to avoid it, an annual fee adjustment was recommended. The 71984 Study,
suggested the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI) as the basis
of the fee-adjustment mechanism, and recommended that the ENR CCI be applicable
July of each year. The ENR Construction Cost Index is a monthly composite figure of
the cost of various construction materials and labor costs as measured by Engineering
News-Record Magazine. As such, ‘it is a more accurate predictor of the effects of
inflation on a typical construction project than the CP1 or other measure of inflation.

Fee Determination

In addition to the Wastewater Master Plan, PB3&J, under a separate contract, is preparing a
Wastewater Rate Study/Financial Plarn/Revenue Program. Itis anticipated that this study will be
completed in the next few months. Nevertheless, based on the work already completed by
PBS&J in the preparation of the Rate Study, and PBS&J’s acquired experience as current
financial advisers to the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (Metro TAC), the consultant
recommends that the City immediately implement an increase of the Sewerage Capacity Charge
utilizing the Construction Cost Index, pending the completion of both the Rate Study and the
Wastewater Master Plan.

This recommendation (Attachment 4) is consistent with the recommendations made in the
original study (1984, Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study-Modified March 1985) that
formed the basis of the fee. The following table shows the methodology utilized in determining
the Sewerage Capacity Charge based on the BNR Index:

ENR Construction Cost Index for July 1990 4734

ENR Construction Cost Index for July 2002 6605
Increase in Index (6605 / 4734) 1.3952
Revised Fee ($2,220 x 1.3952) | o , 33,097
Recommended Fee o T ) - $3;,000

Net Increase (3)

See Attachment 3 for supporting information regarding the ENR Construction Cost Indexes.
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Comparison of City of Chula Vista's Sewerage Capacity Charge with Other Local Agencies

Most agencies in the area between Poway and the International Border collect some form of fee,
which is used to defray some portion of the cost of existing sewerage facilities. Those fees are
sometimes part of a larger fee covering specific work involved in making a physical comection

to the sewer. Consequently, it is difficult to do a proper comparison of the proposed fee increase
with those of other agencies,

The following table is a compilation of the fees charged by various agencies based on the

Wastewater User Charge Survey Report FY 2001-02, completed by the State Water Resources
Control Board on May 2002.

Agency .Charge per EDU

1 *  OtayM. W.D. 50

2 *  City of Imperial Beach $700
3 *  Lemon Grove County Water District 51,000
4 City of Vista $1,922
5 *  Alpine Sanitation District $2,000
5 *  Lakeside Sanitation District $2,000
5 Pine Valley County Sanitation District $2.600
5 *  Spring Valley Sanitation District $2,000
5 Winter Gardens Sewer Maintenance District $2,000
6 *  City of Del Mar $2,004
7 *  Cityof LaMesa $2,400
8 *  City of National City $2,420
9 *  City of San Diego $2,500
10 *  City of Coronado $2,559
11 San Marcos (Vallecitos Water District) $2,650
12 City of Encinitas £2,680
i3 Buena Sanitation District $3,000
13 * City of Chula Vista~ (Proposed Fee) $3:000
13 *  City of Poway $3,000
14 Cardiff Sanitation District 53,417
15 *  City of El Cajon $£3,472
16 City of Oceanside $3,793
17 Leucadia County Water District $3,950
18 Julian County Sanitation District £4,000
19 Fallbrook Public Utility District $4,264
20 City of Escondido 34,403
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fu



Page 7, Item >
Meeting Date _ 3/18/03

Rank Agency

Charge per EDU
21 City of Solana Beach 54,500
22 Padre Dam M. W. D. $5,470
23 Rainbow M. W. D. $6,656
24 Rz}ncho Santa Fe Comrnunity Service. $7.800
District.
25 Ramona Metropolitan Water District $6,125 /39,778

* Participating Agency in the Metro System

Urgency Ordinance

The Urgency Ordinance will enable the City to collect the fee duning the 60-day waiting period
for the regular Ordinance to become effective. This Urgency Ordinance is only valid for 30 days
therefore, it will be necessary to notice and hold further hearings in order to extend the Urgency
Ordinance in 30-day increments until the permanent Ordinance becomes effective.

Staff recommends that the increase to the Sewerage Capacity Charge go into effect immediately
by adopting the Urgency Ordinance. The urgent execution of the fee is needed in order to
require all developments to pay their fair share of the cost of: purchasing additional sewage
treatment capacity; constructing improvements to enhance the capacity of the City’s sewer

system and all other related costs or impacts to the collection system caused by their
development. '

Furthermore, immediate implementation of this fee is necessary due to the current and immediate
threat to public safety, which will result, should there be a shortfall in funds required to pay for
the required improvements to the wastewater collection system and to purchase additional
sewage treatment capacity. The prospect of a deficit, inadequate sewage treatment capacity
necessary for the continuation of development within the City, and concerns about an increased
charge to remaining property owners, constitutes a current immediate threat to the public health,
welfare and safety justifying the immediate increase of this fee.

Environmental Impact

The Environmental Review Coordinator has reviewed the proposed activity for compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and has determined that the activity is not a
“Project” as defined under Section 15378 of the State CEQA Guidelines; therefore, pursuant to

Section 15060(93) of the State CEQA Guidelines the activity is not subject to CEQA. Thus, no
environmental review 1s necessary.

FISCAL IMPACT: It is estimated that over the next eight months that this fee will be m effect

prior to the anticipated adoption of the Wastewater Master Plan, it will result in additional
revenues of $1,560,000 (assuming that 2,000 permits are approved over this period). If this
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Ordinance is not implemented, this revenue will be lost; thereby necessitating additional
increases at the conclusion of the study beyond what the final recommendation would have been

The Trunk Sewer capital Reserve Fund currently has an unappropriated balance of
approximately $15.1 Million Dollars.

Attachment 1; Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study-Modified March 1985, September
1984, City of Chula Vista Engineering Department.
Attachment 2: “Table ], City of Chula Vista Cost Allocation FY 1990-91” from the 199/ City
of Chula Vista Wastewater Rate Plan and Revenue Program; and the FY 2002
- - fourth quarter invoice for the Metropolitan Sewerage System service.
Attachment 3: Construction Cost Index History, Engineering News-Record (ENR)
Attachment 4:

PBS&J’s letter recommending an interim increase to the Sewerage Capacity
Charge

J\Ergineer AGENDA\Sewer Capacity Increase Agenda Statement.sh.doc
Last printed 3/11/2003 1:00 PM



ATTACHMENT 1

SEWERAGE FACILXTY PARTICIPATION FEE STUDY
SEPTEMBER 1984
{MODIFIED MARCH 1985)

ENGINEERING DEPARTHMENT ,

Prepared By: ¥illiam §. Harshoan@ZZ2%
Reviewed and Approved By: (_,/4 / %ate: Id"b"g‘;
: City Engineer . ‘

Modifications Approved:. \5//1/35'“
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1. PURPOSE

It is the purpose of this report to summarize an {nvestigation into the
feasibility of developing a sewerage facility participation {capacity) fee

applicable to all. new sewer connections, and to make recommendations
concerning the magnitude and character of the fee to ba charged.

" I1., RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that:

A. The City create a Seweraga?icﬂity Participation Fee to be chargeable at
time of permit issuance against all new connections to sewer and/or all
modifications to existing connections and/or all land use changes wheare

the volume of sewage generated 1s anticipated to fncrease by one-half of
one Equivalent Dwelling Unit [EDU] or more,

B. That the fee be based on a charge of $300 per Equivalent Dwelling tnit for

residential Tand uses and $300 per each 265 gallons per day of sewage flow
projected to be generated by land uses other than rvesidentfal. Minimum
charge 1n any instance-1s proposed to be $150. - :

0. That one-half of total sewerage faciTity participation fees collected be
placed Tnto the Sewer Service Fund and used for payment toward the City's
annual Metropolitan Sewerage System capacity charge. The rema{n-!n$
one-half of such fees collected shall be placed into a Trunk Sewer Capita

Reserve Fund to pay for future expansion, improvements and rehabilitation
of the City's trunk sewer system.

E. That Council direct that the necessary ordinance be prepared to authorize
collection of this fee,

III. DEFINITIONS
Following are deffnitions of some of the terms us;ed herjgin:

A. Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) - Unit of measure representing a dwelling
unit or other structure generating sewage in a volume similar to that
generated by a “typical®™ single family dwelling unit within the City.

ty
geuage generation by a "typical™ unit is recognized to be 265 galions per
ay.

B. Metro Systeam {Metro) - San Diego Metropoiitan Sewerage System including

coﬂeﬁion trunk sewers, pumping stations, treatment plant and ocean
outfall.

C. MD - Million gallons per day.
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ENR Construction Cost Index - A running tabulation of relative nationwide
construction {ndustry costs published monthly by the Engineering News

Record, a nationally distributed Journal of construction trends and
activities.

DISCUSSION
Backqround

In 1961, the City Council committed the City to purchase 26.2 MGD in Metro
system capacity. This comitment was based on a study of the City's
projected sewerage needs conducted by Engineering-Science, Inmc. im 1350,

The total capacity reservation {26.2 MED) was nearly ten times the actual
total City flow (2.7 MGD) at that time. :

Within the first few wmoaths after sfgning the Metro agreement the City
transferred 4.1 MGD 1in capacity rights to Montgomery Sanitation District
(4.0 MGD) and National City (0.7 MED} to reduce its total holding of 22.1
M:D. That figure prevailed for many years until Council agreed in 1979,
at the: recommendation of the City Engineer, to consider sale of up to 5

MGD and thereby achieve a more realistic Metro reserve.

since 1979 sales of 3.9 MGD have been consummated and sale of an
additional 1.0 MSD to Spring Yalley Sanitation District is currently in
progress. Wnen this latest sale is completed, the City will have a total
remaining capacity reservation of V7.2 MGD, a current flow of
approximately 9.0 MGD and an unused reserve of about 8,2 MGD.

Since joining Metro, the City has made annual payments to San-Diego in the
amount of $12,098 for each MGD reserved. The inftial annual capacity
paywent (for 26.1 MGD) was about $317,000. The current {18.2 MGD) annual
capacity payment is about $220,000. Revenue for annual capacity payments
{s generated through sewer service charges. That system of charges also
funds the City's proportionate share of Metro System waintenance and
operation (M$0) costs which are based on actual current sewage flow
generated within the City. Metro capacity charges to the City,

_conversely, are based on the total Metro capacity reserved by the City and

are copstant for any given capacity reservation. The sum of these two

cl;arges is the total amount paid in a given year by Chula Yista to San
Diego.

Use of the sewer service charge to pay for both utilized capacity and
reserve capacity rights in essence imposes a requirement that existing
City residents subsidize the cost of reserve capacity for future City
growth. Creation of a Sewerage Facility Participation Fee applicable to
a1l new sewer connections is proposed as a means of recuperating much of

that subsidized investment at the expense of those who will benefit wost
from the capacity thus reserved.

Mditionally, 1t is proposed that such fee be utilized in part to create a
fund to be pay for work upon the City's trunk sewer facilities to assure
continuity of use, efficiency of utilization and/or adequacy of capacity.
The establishment of a Sewerage Facility Participation Fee will allow
“new* residents to be charged for the benefit of having available the
pecessary Metro System and a trunk sewer system to serve general City
-2 .
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needs. If reserve Metro capacity had not been purchased, new residents
would efther not be permitted to-build, or they would be required to pay
for acquisttion of additional treatment capacity. Instead, new resfdents
are permitted to make use of the reservé capacity held by the City. That
availability is a distinct asset in convenience, in cost and in time saved
during the development process. It {s, therefore, constdered appropriate
that new residents benpefitting from that availability should bear its cost.

Other Area Agencies' Charges

‘Most agencies fn the area betwsen Poway and the Intermational Border

collect stme form of fee intended to defray some portion of the cost of
existing sewerage facilities. Those fees are sometimes part of a larger
fee covering specific work involved in making a physfcal conpection to
sewer, Consequently, it is extremely difficult to compare the proposed
City fee with those of other agencies. The City of San Diego staff

recently compiled a 1ist of what may be considered capacity charges by
\{gg}‘og? gounty agencies. The following has been .excerpted from that May
st .

SINGLE FAMILY DOMESTIC CAPACITY CHARGES BY YARIOUS COUNTY AGENCIES

COMMUNRLTY - ONE-TIME CAPACITY CHARGE
Chula ¥ista {300 pragosed)
Coronado 85
Del Mar ’ 200
El Cajon 195
Escondido ‘ 2,500
Fallbrook . 2,700
Inpertal Beach -
La Mesa ) 600
lieugadia ) 1 ,%
ational Cit
Oceanside d 1,000
Ctay M.W.D. 2,500
Padre Dam M.X.D. . 185
Pow 1.500
Rai M.N.D. . 1,11
Remona 1.000
San Diego " 174
San Diego County Sanitation Districts:
Alpine 1,000
Buena 800
Cardiff ‘ 1,000
Fairbanks Ranch -
Julian . 1,500
Lakeside 1,000
Lemon Grove 1,000
Montgomery 1,000
Pine Yaliey - 1,000
Rancho Santa Fe y 1,000

I
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COMMUNITY ONE-TIME CAPACITY CHARGE
Shadowri dge |

Solana Beach . 1,000
Spring Yalley 1,000
- Whispering Palms 1,500
Wintergardens 1,000
san Marcos 2,400
Yalley Center 2,955
¥ista 1,650

C. Pertinent Legisiation

Legislation {(5.8B. 1005, effective 1-1-82) requires that certain fees
including those for sewer connections be limited so as not to exceed the
estimated amount reasunatﬂ{ required to provide the service in guestion
unless the amount charged in excess of such estimated amount {s submitted
to and approved by a popular vote of 2/3 of those electors voting on the
{ssue, The b111 requires that a public meeting at which oral or written
presentations can be made be held prior to levying a new fee or service
charge, and that the action be taken by ordinance or resolution.

NMotice of the time and place of the meeting, including a general
explanation of the matter to be considered is to be mailed at least 14
days prior to the meetfng to any interested party who files a written
request with the local agency for mailled notice on new.or increased fees

or service charges. ({See Sections 54991 and 54992 of Chapter 13, division
2, Title 5 of the California Government Code.)

Since the fee recommended herefn is an apount reasenably required to
provide the service in question, it must be concluded that a simple public
meeting will peet Government Code requirements.

D, Use of Fupds

1t s impractical to reimburse on an Tndividual basis those residents who
have to date purchased the available Metro reserve capacity held by the
City. However, all residents could benefit through a reduction and/or
stabilization of sewer service charges.. This benefit could be
accomplished through having a portion {suggest one-half)} of the Sewerage
Facility Participation Fee be applied toward payment of the City's annual
capacity payment in the Metro Systen. ,

Dependent upon inflationary trends 1{mpacting Metro MEQ costs such an
application of Participation Fees would either reduce, stabilize or at
least minimize future increases in Chula Yista's sewer service charge by
reducing the balance of the City's annual capacity payment for its Metro
System participation. Any of the named results would broadly benefit the

residents of the City and in some measure “relmburse” for the previous
expenditures for reserve capacity.

Another suggested use of a portion {[suggest one-half) of the fee is toward
paynent for the work of repairing, replacing or enlarging .trunk sewer
facilities of the City. To this end, the creation of a Trunk Sewer

Capital Reserve Fund is proposed for the express purpose of paying for the
public participation portion of such work. _

-4 .
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Preliminary Alternatives Considered

Engineering staff has examined the varfous City costs assocliated with
making sewer service avaflable to nmew developments, Of particular
interest were those which might logically and equitably be used as a basis .
for the Sewerage Facility Participation Fee. Awong tha many agencies
which now impose & capacity fee, most created their fee prior to
Proposition 13, and, of those, many were apparently determined on a
somewhat arbitrary basis, Such procedure would now 1ikely be held

.unlawful. Consequently, Engineering staff has tried to isolate costs and

create a system of fees based on fact so as to wminimfze any opportunity
for 1egal challenge.

Anong the sewer-related expenses .1 nvestigated for viability weres:
1. Cost of reserve Metro capacity.

2. Tota‘ﬂ Metro costs including both capacity and M0 expense.
3, Total cost of existing City sewer system.

4. Total cost of existing City trunk sewers,

5. Cost of “extra® capacity provided in City trunk sewers,

6. Cost of City participation in trunk sewer modifications.

Al1 alternatives except items 1 and 6 were considered either inappropriate
or were already the basis of a reimbursement charye. As a consequence of
such preliminary {nvestigation and elimination process, the study was
concentrated on determining a fee which would be representative of the

costs to provide adequacy of capacity in both the Metro System and the
local trunk sewer system, '

Alternative Methods of Determining the Cost of Metrd Reserve Capacity

In order to determine the "cost® of Metro reserve capacity, it is first
necessary to select an effective date for the computation. This cowmes
about because the City makes annual payments towards Metro capacity and so
the cuweulative direct cost increases each year. For purposes. of this
study, costs are considered as fixed as of early 1984,

Approximately twenty-ane annual capacity payments have been wade as of
February 1, 1984, While the total amount paid and the total capacity
reserved have changed over the years, the anmial payment per willion
gallons per day has remained constant (312,098 per year). It {is this

annual unit payment which we will utilize in detemmining an appropriate
Sewerage Facility Participation Fee,

-5~
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Alternative ¥o. 1 (Investment, plus interest, plus overhead)

Asstme that the annual payment (3$12,098) if invested could have
earned an average return of 105, (Note: 103 return verified by City
Fipance Officer ra period 1963-1983.) If earnings for each year's
{nvestment ave compounded for the appropriate total number of years
and then added, the result will be the total cash amount which would
currently be {in the account. Additionally, there are expenses
fnvolved in collecting sewer service charges. Such expenses include
postage, record keeping, management, etc. and are assumed herein to
total 105 of the direct amount paid. (312,098 + §1,210 = 313,308)
This sum is regarded herein as the direct annual cost per MGD.

Using Grant's “Principles of Eng1neerfng Economy" tables; the total

value of such an investment ($13,308) over a 21-year period can be
determined, :

Number of payments = 20.83 {as of 2-1-84)
Interest rate = 103 _

Anount of payment = 313,308 _
Compound amount factor (F/A) = 62.858 e

$13,308 x 62.858 = $836,514 = Compounded value of the investment

for each 1 MSD 1n Metro capacity rights

1774 = Number of equivalent dwelling units {EDUs) which can be served

2.

by 1 KGD in capacity rights at the rate of 265 gallons per day
per EDU.

$836,514 = $221.65 = 'Compounded value of the investment for each EDU (2-1-84)
T

Alternative No, 2 (Replacement cost)

The Engineering News Record (ENR) magazine waintains running indexes
of construction, building, lzbor and material costs. Indexes are
given relative to similar costs in the base year 1913, By knowing

_the index for any two subsequent months, it is possible to express

the percentage change in cost which occurred during the intervening.
time between the two specified months.

ENR construction cost index June 14, 1984 = 4,160

ENR construction cast index September 1363 = 914
pifference 3,248
% Increase 3z4.6%

Therefore, construction costs for similar work in June 1984 were
3.246 times those of September 1963, The recognized 1963 “annual
cost" used herein is $13,308 per MGD for Metro capacity rights. (See
Alternative No. 1). As of February 1, 1984, the City has made 20.83
annual payments. '



3,246 x 313,308 x 20,83 = $899,810 = Aggregate expense per MGD on an

“adjusted cost basis

3774 = Number of EDUs which can be served by 1 M in capacity rights

$899,810 = $238,42 = Aggregate expense per EDU on adjusted cost basis {6-84)
BENILY

6. Determination of the Cost for City Participation in Trunk Sewer
Modifications

The first of the two factors considered appropriate as the basis of a
sewage facility participation fee was “Cost of Metro Reserve Capacity.”
The second is the cost of City participation in trunk sewer modifications.

1. Assumtions Used

In order to estimate trunk sewer costs, it is necessary that a series
of assumptions be made. Those wade for this study are as follows:

A,

Bl

c.

Work on trunk sewers comparable to that which has occurred
during the last 20 years is 1ikely to be necessary., This is the
equivalent to the cast of building five miles of 12" sewer.

The EDU count will {increase 1in proportion to lation and
population w11 increase per the SANDAG Series 6 Projection.

Work on trunk sewer modifications s 1likely to be funded
entirely by public funds. :

2.- Estimate of Cost for Trunk Sewer Mod{ifications:

A.  37,900' of 12" sewer at $37 per ft, = $1,402,300

B.  30% Engfneering/Right-of-Nay/Contingencies = 420,690

' TOTAL  §1,822,990

3.  SANDAG Population Projection - -

Using the SANDAG Series 6 projection as a basis, Engineering staff
had determined that the number of EDU's in the City would increase by
approximately 27,050 units by 2003.

4. Cost per EDU for Trunk Sewers

Ly ,822&9}90 Total Cost = $67.39

21,0

(Projected New EDUs)

-7-
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Total Cost Determination

The total cost to be reflected by the sewerage facility participating fee
is the sum of the previously determined cost of Metro reserve capacity
plus the cost of trunk sewer modification,

Metro Reserve Capacity (Alternate H }. = 22).65/tDY

Trunk Sewer Modification = 67.35/EDY
TOTAL (w/ Alt. #1) 289,04 /EDY
-or - '

Metro Reserve Capacity {Al ternatf.; #2) =  23B.42/tDU
City Participation in Future Trunks = 57.39/EDY

TOTAL (w/ Alt. #2) 305.81/EDY

The above cost determinations are based in part upon actual known
expenses, and 1n part upon best available information and/or estimates,
flesults should not be regarded as precise but {instead- as logical
approximations of the amounts expended and/or projected on a per EDU basis
for the purpose of assuring adequate Metro capacity and City—wide trunk
sewer adequacy. The range of values obtained support the use of 3300 per
£DU as an appropriate and justifiable sewerage facility participation fee.

Applicability of Fee

The basis of fees to be collected is proposed to be 3300 per EDU. Such
amount i1s to be assessed proportionately against 211 new connections to

the system and/or old connections from which permanent significantly
greater sewage flow can reasonably be projected.

A table showing sewage generation rates in EDUs by the more common
structure types {is proposed to be prepared to facilitate simple and
uniform fee determination. Sewage generation for land uses other than
those shown in the table will be determined on the basis of the number of
265 gallon “units™ projected to be generated. Thus, fees will be

ditgrﬁ‘ined in all instances on the basis of sewage flow expressed in terms
of EDUs.

A similar philosophy will be appifed to existing connections to be
modified in which a permanent significant increase in generation is
projected. Such increase will similarly be charged on the basis of
projected flow expressed in terms of EDUs, but only in those instances

where the increase is projected to be at least the equivalent of one-half
of one EDU.

Projected Income

Income will be totally dependent upon the rate of new construction in the
City. During the period 1979-1983 an average of 273 EDUs per year were
constructed. Such moderate growth, if continued, would generate
approximately $82,000 per year under the proposed fee structure,



The period 1976-1978 in contrast experfenced an average growth rate of

1,015 EDUs per year which would generate an anmual 1income of nearly
$305,000, :

Future growth will Tikely fall betwezen the figures cited,
Y. SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS ‘

Twenty~one years ago, the City wisely elected to purchase sufficient Metro
system capacity to accommodate its growth through the rest of the century,
Subsequent to that time the citizenry has borne the cost of both utiiized and
reserve capacities via the sewer service charge. A1l growth within the City
capitalizes on the availability of reserve capacﬂg. It {s appropriate and
equitable that those who use the capacity so reserved p

ay for the privilege.

Experfence has shown that both trunk and lateral sewers require repair,
replacement or other modification 1in order to assu

re contindty of use,
etficiency of utilization or adequacy of capacity, It {is i{kely that such
activities will continue and even {increase 1in the future as the collective

system gets older. It is appropriate that new members of the community share

in the cost to keep the trunk sewer portion of the system' functionally
effective.

Engineering staff investigated a variety of costs upon which to base a
sewerage facility participation fee, Most lacked a clearly definable
relationship to the person or property seeking a new sewer connection.
Others, such as segments of the existing City sewer system, have already been
utilized as the basis of other fees (sewer reimbursements, etc.).

The "costs" for reserve Metro capacity and trunk sewer modifications were
selected as being both Justifiable and equitable for use as the basi{s of a
sewerage facility participation fee. A fee of $300 per EDU for all new
construction is proposed for implementation.

It 1s suggested that income from the proposed Sewerage Facility Participation
fee be divided equally between the Sewer Service Fund and a proposed Trunk
Sewer Capital Reserve Fund, :

Chula Yista §s one of the few area agencies which does not now impose a
capacity fee for sewerage faciiitfes. The tﬁ?posed fee {s significantly lower
than sisilar purpose fees typical for other agencies. 1In the opinion of
Engineering staff, 1t has a sound basis, it 1s equitable, it s not 1ikely to

stimilate significant adverse public reaction, and it is capable of adoption
without need of a City-wide election. -

WPC 088ZE



$an plego Metro Costs

pre-Annexation Chula Vista Aree
capital Projects

Fixed Capacity Charges

tWP Upgrade Costs

WP Upgrade Costs Reduced by Debt Service
WP Proposed Debt Service

cuP Front Fuxding Payback

Metro 1 Hettarment Coxts

internal Debit Service to Metro Sinking Fund

Subtotal--Capital

O&nzxpu-;ses

subtotal--Ketro Costs (Pre-Amnexation CV)

Montgomery Area
Capital Projects

Fixed Capacity tharges
- CW Upgrade Costs

oWP Upgrade Costs Rechced by Debt Service

CWP Propoted Debt Service
- O® Front Furding Payback
Hetro § Betterment Costs’

Intemai Debt Service to Metro Sirking Fund

Subtotal--Capital

0 L M Expenses

Subtotat--Hetro Costs (Montpomery Arza)

ATTACHMENT 2

Table 1

C!TY OF CHUALA VISTA
‘COST ALLOCAT 10N

Fiscal Yesr 1990-91 © Assmed Flows (W)
Pre-Anex. Chula Yista' 10.44
Hontgomery Area 2.%6
Flow Suspended Solids
Atiocstion Allocation
Percentage Amount Percentasge Aot Total
7408 131,483 26.0% 89T \TT,679
74,08 6,277,356 - 26,00 2,205,572 8,482,967
T4.0X o 26.0% O ¢
74.0% ] 26.0% 0 o
- 74.0% (8,704,826} 26.0% (2,356,452) (9,D63,278)
740X 320,701 26.0% 112,679 433,380
74.0% 782,180 25.0% 27&,8213‘ 1,057,000
74.0% - 804,934 25.0% 282,815 1,087,749
5184 1,083,692 R3.2X 1,008,377 2,092,059
59.4X 1,888,626 40.6% 1,291,192 3,179,818
760X 29,837 26.0% 10,483 49,321 .
TROX 1,424,524 26.0% 500,50'6 1,925,033
75.0% ] 256.0% g 0
74.0% ¢ 26.0X 1} 0
TA.0% 1,521,974 260X  (534,748) (2,056,722)
74.0% 71.,en 26.0% 25,041 96,311
74.0X 133,200 260X 845,800 186,000
74.0% 135,857 26.0% 48,085 184,942
51.82 239,535 48.2% 222,887 462,422
53.1% 376,391 L1 270972 647,364
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Table 1

- CITY OF CHXA VISTA

Cosbined Wetro System Costs

Cepital Projects

Fixed Capscity Charges
J P Upgrade Costs
O Upgrade Costs Reduced by Debt Service
CWP Propoted Debt Servies
4 CWP Front Funding Payback
Betro | Betterment Costa
Internal Debt Service to Metro Sinking Furxd

Subtotal--Capitat
4 A 0 & M Expenses

Tatal--Hetro Charges

~d

Percentage

COST ALLOCATION
Flscal Tesr 1990-91%

Assumed Flows (MDY -
Pre-Aremx. Chula vista 10,41
Montoomery Aten : 2.34
Flow Suspended Sotids
Altocation Altecation

74,05 181,320
%08 7,701,920
74.0% [
7%.0% 0
7h.0% (8, 228,800)
T4.0% 391,971
7400 915,330

88.7X 1,318,142

S1.8% 1,325,258

59.0% 2,641,409

s T~ 0

Amcunt  Percentage Asxot © Total

28.0% 55,680 218,000
25.0% 2,705,080 10,408,000
26.0% - 0 0
26.0% ] )
26.0% (2,891,200)¢11,120,000)
26.0% 137,719 529,690
26,08 321,620 1,237,000

31,3z s01,A72 1,920,054

4B.2X 1,231,265 2,556,491

41.0¢ 1,B33,138  4,47%,545

oar



CITY OF SAN DIEGO, C2 P ORNIA
. GENERAL IRVOIC:

EDI REF MO 362287 i
MAKE REMITTANCE PAYABLE TO CITY TREASURER,
POBCK Les .
. : SAN INEGD, CALIFORMA 12112
. PLEASE RETURN TELLOW COPY CGF INVOICK WITH YOUR PAYSEHT i
© CITY OF CHULA VISTA ‘ ACCT NO
DIVISION OF FINANCE - 000693
‘ P O BOX 1087 R
CHULA YISTA CA 92012
TREASURERS USE. OHLY—- [
P .
sawr:  PAYMENT 1
R DATE: _ - '
BY: CA CK IF ED 1 _
. PAYMENT REF RO } AMY PAIDZ .
. INYVOICE DATE " PAYMENT DUE PERIOD COVERED
- 04/23/02 05/31/02 ~
g FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING YOUR BILLING CONTACT:
PEGEY MERIND REF NO:
. DEPT: METRO WASTEWATER — ADMIN 858 292 6322
i . DESCRIPTION OF CHARGES AMOUNT
" METROPOLTTAN SEWERAGE SYSTEM
_ FY 2002 4TH QIR FUND 41509 314707646400
. FY 2001 YEAR-ERD ADJUSTMENT . 918y1484+00-
* FY 2002 ESTIMATE ADJUSTMENT 918+148400
- ENCLOSURE TOTAL DUE 3447096456400
© NOTICE: PLEASE REMIT PAYMENT PROHPTLYs PAYMENT
! MUST BE RECEIVED BY THE DUE DATE LISTED ABOVE TO
AYOID ADDITIONAL CHARGESe UNPAID BILLS WILL BE
447 SUBJECT TO A COLLECTION FEE OF 10Z OR 310,

NI-CR) v s

b ————— A M an?

WHICHEVER IS GREATERy INTEREST OF 1% PER MONTH
ON THE UNPAID BALANCEs AND APPLICABLE PENALTIES.

ANY QUESTIONS Sﬁoqkagﬂgmg}esg;ED TO THE CONTACT

"k 3STED ABOVE. T INV NO. 362287

—15472«‘ T¥:D 'pqébé{u .
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Construtot In o
History ' .

Construction Cost Index History (1908-2002)

HOW ENR BUILDS THE INDEX: 200 hours of common labor at the 20-city average of
comimon tabor rates, plus 25 owt of standard structural steel shapes at the mill price
prior to 1896 and the fabricated 20-city price from 1996, plus 1.128 tons of portland
cement at the 20-city prica, plus 1,088 board-ft of 2 x 4 lumber at the 20-city price.

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL

1980 3132 3134 3150 3143 3139 3188 3260
1581 3372 3373 3384 3450 3471 3406 3548
1982 3704 3728 3721 3I731 3734 3815 3899
1983 3960 4001 4005 4001 4003 4073 4108
1984 4108 4113 4118 4132 4142 4181 4168
1985 4145 4153 4151 4150 4171 4201 4220
1586 4218 4230 4231 4242 4275 4303 4332
1987 4354 4352 4359 4353 4269 4387 4404
1888 4470 4473 4434 4489 4403 4525 4532
1989 4580 4573 4574 4577 4578 4590 4508

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL

1990 4680 4685 4691 4603 4707 4732 4734
1951 4777 4773 4772 4766 4801 4818 4854
1592 4888 4884 4927 4948 4965 4973 4802
1993 5071 5070 5106 5167 5262 5280 52562
1994 5338 5371 5381 5405 5405 5408 5409
1995 5443 5444 5435 5432 5433 5432 5484
1996 5523 5532 5537 5550 5572 5597 5617
1997 5765 5769 5759 5709 5837 5860 5863
1998 5852 5874 5875 5883 5881 5395 5921
1939 6000 5892 5986 6008 6006 6039 6076

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL

2000 8130 6160 6202 5201 6233 6238 6225
‘2001 6281 6273 6280 6286 6288 6319 6404
2002 6462 6462 6502 6480 6512 6532 6605

AUG SEP OCT NOV

3304 3319 3327 3355
3618 3657 3660 3697
3809 3902 3501 3917
4132 4142 4127 4133
4169 4176 4161 4158
4230 4229 4228 4234
4334 4335 4344 4342
4443 4456 4459 4453
4542 4535 4555 4567
4618 4658 4658 4568

AUG SEP OCT NOV

4752 4774 4T71 4787
4892 4801 4892 4896
5032 5042 5052 5058
5230 5255 5264 5278
5424 5437 5437 5439
5506 5491 5511 5518
5652 5683 5719 5740
5854 5351 5848 5838
5929 5063 5886 5895
6091 6128 6134 6127

AUG SEP QCT NOV

£233 6224 G259 6265
8389 6391 6397 410
6592 6589 6579 6578

Base: 1913=100

ANNUAL AVERAGE

1908 97 1931 181

ANNUAL
DEC 2va
3375 3237
3605 3535
3950 3825
4110 4066
4144 4146
4228 4195
4351 4295
4478 4406
4568 4519
4685 4615
DEC ﬁ{}g”‘“—
ATTT 4732
4880 4835
5059 4985
5310 5210
5439 5408
£524 5471
5744 5620
5858 5825
5991 5920
6127 6060

ANNUAL
DEC AVG
6283 6221
6390 6342
6563

1954 628 1977 2576
1908 91 1932 157 1955 @GO 1978 2776
1910 96 1933 170 1958 692 1979 303
T D 4L
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ATTACHMENT Lfl

J’ : v ; \

An employee-owned company
March 5, 2003

Mr. Cliff Swanson
Director of Engineering
City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91910

SUBJECT: INTERIM INCREASE TO THE SEWERAGE CAPACITY CHARGE

Dear Mr. Swanszon:

As a portion of the wastewater rate study that is currently under way, we have completed our
preliminary review of your current Sewerage Capacity Charge. '

Based on this initial effort, we determined that in March of 1985, your Public Works Department
prepared a Study titled “Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study-Modified March 1985." The
purpose of that study was to investigate the feasibility of establishing a capacity fee that would
be applicable to all new sewer connections to the City’s sewer collection systemn. The study
recommended amongst other things, the establishment of a Sewerage Participation fee that
would be adjusted on an annual basis to reflect changes in construction costs {suggested basis —

Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR-CCI) most applicable to July | of each
year). '

Your capacity fee was updated several times between 1985 and 1990 based on several studies.
On October 9, 1990, the City of Chula Vista City Council increased the Sewerage Capacity
Charge to $2,220 to enable the City to meet its obligation to the Metro System for the upgrade of
the Point Loma treatment plant. The Resolution further recommended that the Sewerage
Capacity Charge be increased annually by 11 percent for a period of 8 to 10 years thereafter.
This recommendation was made in anticipation of future expenditures that may be incurred by
the Metro system in the process of complying with EPA regulations.

Since then, this was not done due 1o a variety of reasons even though the original study which
established the fee and subsequent Council actions had recomrended that the City update the fee
annually to reflect the increase in capacity, improvements, maintenance and operation costs.

During the course of cur analysis, we reviewed the changes in the ENR-CCI since the last time
the City adjusted their capacity fees in 1990. Since that time, the ENR-CCI has increased by 1.5
percent. This means that the City’s capacity charge has current buying dollars of approximately
$1,500. The 1.5 percent increase in the ENR CCI-LA is substantially less than the 11 percent per
year adjustment included in the 1990 Ordinance.

26
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Mr. Chff Swanson ¢
March 5, 2003
Page 2 of 2

We are in the process of developing new City of San Diego Metro Costs (as part of the
consulting work we do for the Metro Technical Advisory Committee) as well as the City of
Chula Vista's Wastewater Master Plan Update, which currently scheduled to be completed by
the end of the year. The Wastewater Master Plan will include a comprehensive review of the
Sewerage Capacity Charge and will include 2 recommendation for an update of the Sewerage
Capacity Charge to cover the additional Metro and local costs.

Based on the preliminary analysis completed to date, we are in the interim recommending that
the City of Chula Vista update their existing capacity fee of $2,220 to $3,000 to bring the fee to

present value. This will allow the City to recover their existing costs on a current dellar basis,
pending the completion of the Wastewater Master Plan.

If you have any questions, please call me at (760) 753-1120 Ext. 427.

Sincerely,
S
=S S Y
Karyn L. Keese

Client Financial Services Manager

KLK:mac
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ORDINAN CE NO.

WoF
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OW%ISTA
APPROVING AN INCREASE 0F6M EWERAGE

CAPACITY CHARGE AN FBE MODIFICATION
OF THE MASTER FEE SCHEDULE

WHEREAS, in March of 1985, the Engineering Department prepared a Study
titled “Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study-Modified March 1985". The purpose
of this study was to investigate the feasibility of establishing a capacity fee that would be
applicable to all new sewer connections to the City's sewer collection system; and,

WHEREAS, upon completion, this study recommended among other things, the
establishment of a Sewerage Capacity Charge that would be adjusted on an annual basis
to reflect changes in construction costs (suggested basis: Engineering News Record
Construction Index most applicable to July 1 of each year); and,

WHEREAS, on April 2, 1985, City Council by Ordinance 2107, approved the
establishment of the Sewerage Facility Participation Fee, now referred to as the Sewerage
Capacity Charge, to enable the citizenry to be repaid for their initial investment and to
facilitate the development of Chula Vista. At that time, the fee was set to be $300 per
Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDUY); and,

WHEREAS, the City of Chula Vista along with fourteen other agencies that

belong to the Metro System sends its flow to the City of San Diego’s Point Loma
Wastewater Treatment Plant for handling of the sewage; and,

WHEREAS, in anticipation of the significant costs of upgrading the Point Loma
Wastewater Treatment Plant to a secondary treatment facility, for which the City of
Chula Vista as well as other participating agencies was liable, Council on May 5, 1987,
approved Resolution No. 13004 and Ordinance No. 2002 increasing the Sewerage
Capacity Charge from $300 to $600; and,

WHEREAS, in 1989 following the adoption of the Clean Water Act, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) directed the City of San Diego to upgrade the
Plant to a Secondary Treatment facility. Since Federal funds were not anticipated to be
available for the required upgrades at that time and the cost of bringing the Plant into
compliance seemed to be far greater than what was originally anticipated in 1987,
Council on October 17, 1989 approved Resolution Nos. 15352 and 15352A. These
Resolutions increased the Sewerage Capacity Charge to $2,000, pending the completion

of various studies being conducted at that time to determine the impact of upgrading the
treatment plant; and,

F-if



Ordinance No.
Page 2

WHEREAS, in October 9, 1990, Council by Resolution 15894 further increased
the Sewer Participation Fee to $2,220 to cnable the City meet its obligation to the Metro
System for the upgrade of the treatment plant; and,

WHEREAS, the City has not adjusted the Sewerage Capacity Charge since 1990,
even though Metro’s costs for the provision of sewage capacity and treatment services
have been increasing annually for the past twelve years. In addition, no adjustments had

been done to this charge to keep up with inflation as originally intended at the inception
of the fee; and,

WHEREAS, Chula Vista currently has capacity rights in the Metro Sewer
System to cover growth for the next few years. This capacity was acquired with funds
generated by the Sewerage Capacity Charge that existing residents paid when they made
their connection to the City's sewer systern. [f reserved capacity in the Metro Sewer
System had not been purchased, new residents would either have not been permitted to
build, or would have been required to pay for the acquisition of additional treatment

capacity. Instead, new residents are permitted to make use of the reserved capacity held
by the City; and,

WHEREAS, the increase in the Sewerage Capacity Charge, applicable to all new
sewer connections, is proposed as a mean of recuperating the cost of reserve capacity and
also maintain a fund that will fund the acquisition of additional capacity and subsidize the
cost of the necessary sewer improvernents that will benefit all City residents; and,

WHEREAS, The City recently retained PBS&J to update the City’'s Wastewater
Master Plan with the primary goal of evaluating the adequacy of the existing wastewater
collection system to sustain the long-term growth of the City. The plan will also assist
the City in: budgeting for Capital Improvement Projects {(CIP), allocating resources for
the acquisition of additional sewage capacity and determining the short and Jong-term
sewer capacity needs of the City. Since the Master Plan is scheduled to be completed by
Fall 2003, the consultant is advising the City to implement one of the recommendations
made in the 1984, Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study, which is to adjust the
Sewerage Capacity Charge to reflect the changes in construction costs, based on the
Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI). This increase will be

needed to keep up with inflation while the consultant makes its final recommendation;
and,

WHEREAS, the ENR CCI is a monthly composite figure of the cost of various
construction material and labor costs as measured by the Engineering News Record
Magazine. As such, the City’s consultant and staff believe that it is a more accurate
predictor of the effects of inflation on a typical construction project than the CPI or other
measure of inflation. Utilizing the ENR CCI for July 1990 and for July 2002 as the basis
of the increase, the Sewerage Capacity Charge will be increased from $2,220 per
Equivalent Dwelling Unit to $3,000 per Equivalent Dwelling Unit; and,
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WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the amount of the fee levied by
this Ordinance does not exceed the estimated cost of providing the public facilities.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CiTY OF CHULA
VISTA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION It

'SECTION II;

SECTION 1II:

That the Chapter XII Engineering — Sewer, Section 3(a) of
part A of the Master Fee Schedule be, and the same is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“3. Sewerage Capacity Charge

a. The owner or person making application for a permit to
develop or modify use of any residential, commercial,
industrial or other property which is projected by the
City Engineer to increase the volume of flow in the City
sewer system by at least one-half of one Equivalent
Dwelling Unit of flow shall pay a sewcrage focility
participation fec Sewerage Capacity Charge. The base
charge is hereby established as $2:220 $3,000 per
Equivalent Dwelling Unit of flow.”

CEQA Findings for Statutory Exemption.

The City Council does hereby find that the Sewerage
Capacity Charge herein imposed is for the purpose of
obtaining funds for capital projects necessary to maintain
service within existing service areas. Therefore, the City
finds that the adoption of this Ordinance is statutorily

gxempt under the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section
15060(c)(3).

Findings

The City Council finds that the collection of the Sewerage
Capacity Charge, established by Ordinance No. 2107, at the
time the building permit is issued is necessary. This will
ensure that funds will be available for the acquisition of
capacity rights in the Metro Systemn, construct
improvements to enhance capacity in the Ciy's sewer
system and to pay for the (reatment of sewage; and,
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The City Council finds that developers of land within the
City should be required to mitigate the burden created by
development through the payment of a fee to finance a
development’s appropriate portion of the total cost of the
sewer improvernents, sewage treatment and capacity rights
in the Metro System; and,

The City Council finds that the legislative findings and
determinations set forth in the Ordinance referred to in the
above recitals continue to be true and correct; and,

The City Council finds, after consideration of the evidence
ptesented to it, that the increase of the Sewerage Capacity
Charge is necessary in order to assure adequate sewer
service to the City; and,

The City Council finds, based on the evidence presented at
the meeting and the information received by the City
Coungcil in the ordinary course of its business, that the
imposition of the Sewerage Capacity Charge on all future
developments in the City for which building permits have
not been issued is necessary in order to protect the public
health, safety and welfare; and,

The City Council finds that the amount of the amended fee
fevied by this Ordinance does not exceed the estimated cost
of providing the sewer service to the developments within
the City; and,

The City Council finds that it is appropriate to approve an
increase to the Sewerage Capacity Charge to reflect: the
acquisition of additional capacity rights; the annual
increase in the Metropolitan Sewerage System Costs; the
increase in the need for improvements created by the
demand for more capacity tn the sewer system,; and,

The City Council finds 1t is necessary to ensure sewer
capacity in the Metro system before the reserved capacity is
exhausted and to ensure the timely payment to adequately
fund ongoing and future sewer improvements to enhance

capacity in the City’s scwer system triggered by future
development.
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SECTION IV:

SECTION V:

Presented by:

Clifford L. Swanson

Director of Engineering

Time Limit for Protest and Judicial Action.
Any judicial action or proceeding to attack, review, set

aside, void or annul this Ordinance shall be brought within
the period as established by law.

In accordance with Government Code Section 66020(d)(1),

the ninety-day approval period in which parties may protest
beginning upon the effective date of this Ordinance.

Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall become effective sixty (60) days after
its second reading and adoption.

Approved as to form by:

g ey

City Attomey
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF
CHULA VISTA APPROVING AN INCREASE OF
THE SEWERAGE CAPACITY CHARGE AND THE

MODIFICATION OF THE MASTER FEE
SCHEDULE

WHEREAS, in March of 1985, the Engincering Department prepared a Study
titled “Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study-Modified March 1985". The purpose
of this study was to investigate the feasibility of establishing a capacity fee that would be
applicable to all new sewer connections to the City’s sewer collection system; and,

WHEREAS, upon completion, this study recommended among other things, the
establishment of a Sewerage Capacity Charge that would be adjusted on an annual basis
to reflect changes in construction costs (suggested basis: Engineering News Record
Construction Index most applicable to July 1 of each year); and,

WHEREAS, on April 2, 1985, City Council by Ordinance 2107, approved the
establishment of the Sewerage Facility Participation Fee, now referred to as the Sewerage
Capacity Charge, to enable the citizenry to be repaid for their initial investment and to
facilitate the development of Chula Vista, At that time, the fee was set to be $300 per
Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU); and,

WHEREAS, the City of Chula Vista along with fourteen other agencies that
belong to the Metro System sends its flow to the City of San Diego’s Point Loma
Wastewater Treatment Plant for handling of the sewage; and,

WHEREAS, in anticipation of the significant costs of upgrading the Point Loma
Wastewater Treatment Plant to a secondary treatment facility, for which the City of
Chula Vista as well as other participating agencies was liable, Council on May 5, 1587,
approved Resolution No. 13004 and Ordinance No. 2002 increasing the Sewerage
Capacity Charge from $300 to $600; and,

WHEREAS, in 1980 following the adoption of the Clean Water Act, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) directed the City of San Diego to upgrade the
Plant to a Secondary Treatment facility. Since Federal funds were not anticipated to be
available for the required upgrades at that time and the cost of bringing the Plant inta
compliance seemed to be far greater than what was originally anticipated in 1587,
Council on October 17, 1989 approved Resolution Nos. 15352 and 15352A. These
Resolutions increased the Sewerage Capacity Charge to $2,000, pending the completion

of various studies being conducted at that time to determine the impact of upgrading the
treatment plant; and,
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WHEREAS, in October 9, 1990, Council by Resolution 15894 further increased
the Sewer Participation Fee to $2,220 to enable the City meet its obligation to the Metro
System for the upgrade of the treatment plant; and,

WHEREAS, the City has not adjusted the Sewerage Capacity Charge since 1990,
even though Metro’s costs for the provision of sewage capacity and treatment services
have been increasing annually for the past twelve years. In addition, no adjustments had

been done to this charge to keep up with inflation as originally intended at the inception
of the fee; and, '

WHEREAS, Chula Vista currently has capacity rights in the Metro Sewer
System to cover growth for the next few years. This capacity was acquired with funds
generated by the Sewerage Capacity Charge that existing residents paid when they made
their connection to the City’s sewer system. If reserved capacity in the Metro Sewer
System had not been purchased, new residents would either have not been permitted to
build, or would have been required to pay for the acquisition of additional treatment

capacity. Instead, new residents are permitted to make use of the reserved capacity held
by the City; and,

WHEREAS, the increase in the Sewerage Capacity Charge, applicable to all new
sewer connections, is proposed as a mean of recuperating the cost of reserve capacity and
also maintain a fund that will fund the acquisition of additional capacity and subsidize the
cost of the necessary sewer improvements that will benefit all City residents; and,

WHEREAS, The City recently retained PBS&J to update the City's Wastewater
Master Plan with the primary goal of evaluating the adequacy of the existing wastewater
collection system to sustain the long-term growth of the City. The plan will also assist
the City in: budgeting for Capital Improvement Projects (CIP), allocating resources for
the acquisition of additional sewage capacity and determining the short and long-term
sewer capacity needs of the City. Since the Master Plan is scheduled to be completed by
Fall 2603, the consultant is advising the City to implement one of the recommendations
made in the 1984, Sewerage Facility Participation Fee Study, which is to adjust the
Sewerage Capacity Charge to reflect the changes in construction costs, based on the
Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI). This increase will be

needed to keep up with inflation while the consultant makes its final recommendation;
and,

WHEREAS, the ENR CCI is a monthly composite fipure of the cost of various
construction material and labor costs as measured by the Engincering News Record
Magazine. As such, the City’s consultant and staff believe that it is a more accurate
predictor of the effects of inflation on a typical construction project than the CPI or other
measure of inflation. Utilizing the ENR CCl for July 1990 and for July 2002 as the basis
of the increase, the Sewerage Capacity Charge will be increased from $2,220 per
Equivalent Dwelling Unit to $3,000 per Equivalent Dwelling Unit; and,
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WHEREAS, the City Courcil has determined that the amount of the fee levied by
this Ordinance does not exceed the estimated cost of providing the public facilities.

WHEREAS, the City Council is placing an Ordinance on its first reading which
will increase the Sewerage Capacity Charge and modify the Master Fee Schedule; and,

WHEREAS, the fees modified by that Ordinance will not become effective until
sixty {60) days afier its second reading; and,

WHEREAS, developers in the City will be applying for building permits during

the interim period before the increased Sewerage Capacity Charge becomes effective;
and,

WHEREAS, Govemment Code Section 66017(b) authorizes the City to adopt a
fee as an urgency measure upon making a finding descnbing the current and immediate
threat to the public health, welfare and safety; and,

WHEREAS, said easure will be effective for thirty (30) days and may be

extended for additional thirty (30) day periods upon subsequent action by the City
Council; and,

WHEREAS, the Environmental Review Coordinator has reviewed the proposed
activity for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and has
determined that the activity is not a “Project” as defined under Section 15378 of the State
CEQA Guidelines; therefore, pursuant to Section 15060(c)(3) of the State CEQA

Guidelines, the activity is not subject to CEQA. Thus, no environmental review is
necessary, and,

WHEREAS, state law requires said Urgency Ordinance to be adopted by a four-
fifths vote.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHULA
VISTA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION I: Fimding of Urgency

The City Council of the City of Chula Vista finds that 1t is
necessary that the Sewerage Capacity Charge be increased and the
Master Fee Schedule modifted and the increase go into effect
immediately. The increase is needed in order to require ali
developments to pay their fair share of the cost of acquinng
additional sewer capacity, paying for sewage treatment and the
construction of improvements needed to enhance the capacity of



Ordinance No.

Page 4

SECTION II:

SECTION III:

SECTION IV:

the City’s sewer system, and all other related eligible expenditures
resulting from the impacts caused by their developments.

Immediate implementation of this fee is necessary due to the
current and immediate threat to public safety. Should there be a
shortfall in the funds necessary to pay for additional sewage
treatment capacity and the needed sewer improvements, it could

result in the failure of the existing sewage collection system and
sewage spills.

The City Council finds that the prospect of a deficit, not enough
sewer capacity to serve the growing population, the failure of old
sewer infrastructure and concerns about an increased charge to
remaining property owners, constitutes a current immediate threat

to the public health, weifare and safety justifying the immediate
imposition of this fee.

That the Chapter XII Engincering — Sewer, Section 3(a) of part A
of the Master Fee Schedule be, and the same is hereby amended to
read as follows:

“3.  Sewerage Capacity Charge

a. The owner or person making application for a permit to
develop or modify use of any residential, commercial,
industrial or other property which is projected by the City
Engineer to increase the volume of flow in the City sewer
system by at least one-half of one Equivalent Dwelling Unit of
flow shall pay a scwerago facility participation fee Sewerage
Capacity Charge. The base charge is hereby established as
$2;220 $3,000 per Equivalent Dwelling Unit of flow.”

CEQA Findings for Statutory Exemption.

The City Council does hereby find that the Sewerage Capacity
Charge herein imposed is for the purpose of obtaining funds for
capital projects necessary to maintain service within existing
service areas. Therefore, the City finds that the adoption of this
Ordinance is statutorily exempt under the provisions of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3).

Findings
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The City Council finds that the collection of the Sewerage
Capacity Charge, established by Ordinance No. 2107, at the time
the building permit is issued is necessary. This will ensure that
funds will be available for the acquisition of capacity rights in the
Metro System, construct improvements to enhance capacity in the
City’s sewer system and to pay for the treatment of sewage; and,

The City Council finds that developers of land within the City
should be required to mitigate the burden created by development
through the payment of a fee to finance a development’s
appropriate portion of the total cost of the sewer improvements,
sewage treatment and capacity rights in the Metro System; and,

The City Council finds that the legislative findings and
determinations set forth in the Ordinance referred in the recitals set
forth above, continue to be true and correct; and,

The City Council finds, after consideration of the evidence
presented to it, that the increase of the Sewerage Capacity Charge

is necessary in order to assure adequate sewer service to the City;
and,

The City Council finds, based on the evidence presented at the
meeting and the information received by the City Council in the
ordinary course of its business, that the imposition of the Sewerage
Capacity Charge on all future developments in the City for which
building permits have not been issued is necessary in order to
protect the public health, safety and welfare; and,

The City Council finds that the amount of the amended fee Jevied
by this Ordinance does not exceed the estimated cost of providing
the sewer service to the developments within the City; and,

The City Council finds that it is appropriate to approve an increase
to the Sewerage Capacity Charge to reflect: the acquisition of
additional capacity rights; the annual increase in the Metropolitan
Sewerage System Costs; the increase in the need for improvements
created by the demand for more capacity in the sewer system; and,

The City Council finds it is necessary to ensure sewer capacity in
the Metro system before the reserved capacity is exhausted and 1o
ensurc the timely payment to adequately fund ongoing and future
sewer improvements to enhance capacity in the City's sewer
system triggered by future development.
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